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DETAILED ACTION 
Introduction 

1 . The following is a final office action in response to the communications received 
on July 13, 2007. Claims 1-5, 7, and 11-13 are now pending in this application, claims 
11-13 withdrawn from consideration. Claims 6 and 8-10 have been cancelled. 

Response to Amendments 

2. Applicants' amendments to claims 1 and 3-5 are acknowledged. Applicants' 
cancellation of claim 6 is acknowledged. Per Applicants amendments, Examiner 
withdraws the previously submitted 35 U.S.C. 112 2 nd paragraph rejections. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicants' arguments filed on July 13, 2007 have been fully considered but are 
not found persuasive. Applicants argue Labedz fails to teach "facility manager terminal 
extracts maintenance service characteristics of ... maintenance companies, such as 
cost, term of work, quality and service" and "decides combinations of maintenance 
having same said service characteristics of all ... maintenance subjects as maintenance 
plans". 

In response to Applicants' argument Labedz fails to teach "facility manager 
terminal extracts maintenance service characteristics of ... maintenance companies, 
such as cost, term of work, quality and service" and "decides combinations of 
maintenance having same said service characteristics of all ... maintenance subjects as 
maintenance plans", Examiner respectfully disagrees. Labedz teaches entering vendor 
information and details and enabling users to select vendors based on such details (see 
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Labedz figures 12 and 22). Examiner submits that the use of vendors is the same as 
maintenance companies. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Labedz et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6993576) in further view of Watson (U.S. Patent No. 
6581045). 

As per claim 1 , Labedz teaches: 

A building group management service support method for managing facilities 
composed of a plurality of maintenance subjects using a computer system by a 
facility manager entrusted with operations of a plurality of maintenance companies 
for executing maintenance for each of said maintenance subjects for said facilities 
from a facility owner having said facilities, and said computer system is connected to 
a facility owner terminal and a facility manager terminal via a network (see column 2 
lines 4-18, column 3 lines 37-59, column 4 lines 38-50, column 5 lines 40-55, and 
figures 2-7; where a maintenance system for managing facilities is provided. The 
system includes a client (facility manager) entrusted with creating and scheduling 
maintenance tasks for those living at the facility. The client machines, servers, and 
database are all connected via the Internet.), and 
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said facility manager terminal extracts maintenance service characteristics of 
each of said maintenance companies, such as cost, term of work, quality and 
service, decides combinations of maintenance companies having same said service 
characteristics of all said maintenance subjects as maintenance plans, decides 
evaluation for operations of said facilities as facility operation evaluation on the basis 
of maintenance information including a fault time or fault contents output from said 
facilities, and indicates said plurality of maintenance plans and said facility operation 
evaluation on said facility owner terminal (see column 2 lines 4-18, column 3 lines 
37-59, column 4 lines 38-50, column 5 lines 40-55, column 8 lines 26-45, column 10 
lines 35-59, and figures 2-8, 10 and 22; where the client has access to the 
maintenance clearinghouse. The system also provides for inspection scheduling of 
facilities in order to determine whether maintenance is needed. The display 
provides maintenance characteristics such as cost, term of work, quality and 
service.), and 

said facility manager terminal selects a maintenance plan entrusted with 
management from said plurality of maintenance plans and notifies said facility 
manager terminal of said maintenance plan (see column 2 lines 4-18, column 3 lines 
37-59, column 4 lines 38-50, column 5 lines 40-55, column 10 lines 35-59, and 
figures 2-7 and 10; where the client (facility manager) selects and schedules 
appropriate maintenance for the facilities. Since the client (facility manager) selects 
the maintenance operations, he is already notified.). 
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Labedz fails to explicitly teach a "facility owner terminal selects a maintenance 
plan". Watson teaches a "facility owner selects a maintenance plan" (see column 25 
lines 19-41). The advantage to having the facility owner select a maintenance plan, as 
opposed to the facility manager, is that the selected maintenance plan has the entrusted 
support from ownership furthering the precision and organization of the system. It 
would have been obvious, at the time of the invention,* for one of ordinary skill in the art 
to combine the feature of a facility owner selecting a maintenance place taught by 
Watson to the facility maintenance management system taught by Labedz in order to 
entrust support from ownership furthering the precision and organization of the system, 
which is a goal of Labedz (see column 1 lines 35-40). 

As per claim 2, Labedz teaches: 

A building group management service support method according to claim 1, 
wherein said computer system includes a facility user terminal connected via said 
network and said facility manager terminal requests a user questionnaire for entering 
a degree of use satisfaction to a facility user using said facilities, decides an 
analytical result of said user questionnaire as user evaluation, and when said 
maintenance plan and said facility operation evaluation are to be indicated on said 
facility owner terminal, indicates said user evaluation (see column 10 lines 35-59 
and figures 8C,10, and 13; where the user pre-defines an inspection template. The 
user uses the template to determine satisfactory completion of tasks. The template 
consists of a list of tasks to be completed for the job. The template is the same as a 
questionnaire, especially since it holds specific questions for users to evaluate. 
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Figure 8C displays how user satisfaction is entered using a point system to indicate 
good, satisfactory, marginal, or poor satisfaction.). 
As per claim 3, Labedz teaches: 

A building group management service support system for buildings for managing 
facilities composed of a plurality of maintenance subjects using a computer system 
by a facility manager by trust with operations of a plurality of maintenance 
companies for executing maintenance for each of said maintenance subjects for said 
facilities from a facility owner having said facilities, wherein said computer system is 
connected to a facility owner terminal and a facility manager terminal via a network 
(see column 2 lines 4-18, column 3 lines 37-59, column 4 lines 38-50, column 5 lines 
40-55, and figures 2-8; where a maintenance system for managing facilities is 
provided. The system includes a client (facility manager) entrusted with creating and 
scheduling maintenance tasks for those living at the facility. The client machines, 
servers, and database are all connected via the Internet.), and 

said facility manager terminal has a maintenance service combination display 
unit for displaying, from a result of extraction of maintenance service characteristics 
of each of said maintenance companies, such as cost, term of work, quality and 
service, a result of decision as a combination of maintenance companies having 
same said service characteristics of all said maintenance subjects and a facility 
operation evaluation display unit for displaying evaluation decided for said facility 
operation on the basis of maintenance information including a fault time or fault 
contents output from said facilities (see column 2 lines 4-18, column 3 lines 37-59, 
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column 4 lines 38-50, column 5 lines 40-55, column 8 lines 26-45, column 10 lines 
35-59, and figures 2-8, 10, and 22; where the client has access to the maintenance 
clearinghouse. The system also provides for inspection scheduling of facilities in 
order to determine whether maintenance is needed. The display provides 
maintenance characteristics such as cost, term of work, quality and service.), and 

said facility manager terminal selects a maintenance plan entrusted with 
management from said plurality of maintenance plans and notifies said facility 
manager terminal of said maintenance plan (see column 2 lines 4-18, column 3 lines 
37-59, column 4 lines 38-50, column 5 lines 40-55, column 10 lines 35-59, and 
figures 2-7 and 10; where the client (facility manager) selects and schedules 
appropriate maintenance for the facilities. Since the client (facility manager) selects 
the maintenance operations, he is already notified.). 

Labedz fails to teach a "facility owner terminal selects a maintenance plan". 
Watson teaches "facility owner selects a maintenance plan" (see column 25 lines 19- 
41). Claim 3 recites limitations already addressed by the rejection of claim 1; therefore 
the same rejection applies to this claim. 
As per claim 4, Labedz teaches: 

A building group management service support system according to claim 3, 
wherein said facility owner terminal has a user evaluation display unit for requesting 
a user questionnaire and deciding an analytical result of said user questionnaire as 
user evaluation, and displaying said user evaluation (see column 10 lines 35-59 and 
figures 8C, 10, and 13; where the user pre-defines an inspection template. The user 
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uses the template to determine satisfactory completion of tasks. The template 
consists of a list of tasks to be completed for the job. The template is the same as a 
questionnaire, especially since it holds specific questions for users to evaluate. The 
system displays the current checklist, saved checklists, and enables the user to 
modify the checklists. Figure 8C displays how user satisfaction is entered using a 
point system to indicate good, satisfactory, marginal, or poor satisfaction.). 
As per claim 5, Labedz teaches: 

A building group management service support system according to claim 3 or 4, 
wherein input/output data in said maintenance service combination display unit, or 
said facility operation evaluation display unit, or said user evaluation display unit, or 
said maintenance plan selection unit is registered in a server connected to said 
network (see column 2 lines 4-18, column 3 lines 37-59, column 4 lines 38-50, 
column 5 lines 40-55, and figures 2-7; where all client terminals, servers, and 
clearing warehouse are connected a network and the Internet) and 

said facility manager terminal, or said facility owner terminal, or said maintenance 
company terminal, or said facility user terminal refers to said input/output data via 
said network (see column 2 lines 4-18, column 3 lines 37-59, column 4 lines 38-50, 
column 5 lines 40-55, and figures 2-7; where all client terminals, servers, and 
clearing warehouse are connected a network and the Internet). 

As per claim 7, Labedz fails to teach "facility operation evaluation and said user 
evaluation is executed by a terminal of an evaluation company which is a third person 
independent from any of said facility manager and said maintenance companies". It is 
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old and well-known in the art to have 3 rd parties review user evaluations. The 
advantage of allowing a 3 rd party to review user evaluations is that the third party can 
neutrally view the evaluations to render an accurate analysis of customer satisfaction. It 
would have been obvious, at the time of the invention, for one of ordinary skill in the art 
to enable a 3 rd party to review user evaluations in order to render a more accurate 
analysis of user satisfaction, which is a goal of Labedz (see column 1 line 25-29). 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kalyan K. Deshpande whose telephone number is 
(571)272-5880. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-5pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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